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Figure 1. Assistant
Secretary for Fish and

Wildlife and Parks
George Frampton

(right), former Acting
Associate Director,

NPS Natural
Resources, Denny
Fenn (middle), and

Shenandoah Center for
Resources Leader Bob

Krumenaker at the
initial ad hoc working

group gathering in
October.
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IN RECENT YEARS, IT HAS SEEMED AS THOUGH

NPS natural resource management has
received lots of rhetorical support but

not much else--the establishment of the
NBS took away the momentum we had
slowly and painstakingly gathered to
strengthen our programs, and then restruc-
turing plans appeared ready to sap us fur-
ther. So when I read the Assistant Secretary
George Frampton memo to the Director
last fall approving restructuring only if we
strengthened natural resources, I eagerly
volunteered to be part of the ad hoc group
he was forming to make it happen. This
appeared to me to be the best--and possi-
bly only--opportunity we would have for a
long while to make major changes in the
culture of the agency, to (in Frampton’s
words) make natural resources “flourish.”

The ad hoc group convened in Wash-
ington last October, with high expectations.
Sixteen of us, plus four assistants who be-
came integral participants, attended. Denny
Fenn, then Acting Associate Director for
Natural Resources, chaired the panel. We
came from parks, regions, the Washington
Office, and the NBS. We were resource
managers, scientists, park managers, plan-
ners, and policy people. Director Kennedy
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and Assistant Secretary Frampton gave us
our charge that Monday morning to:
• Redefine natural resource management in
the NBS era

• Suggest changes to the restructuring plan
as needed to make natural resource man-
agement “flourish”

• Define the role of research in a post-NBS,
restructured NPS, and suggest enhance-
ments to the NPS-NBS relationship to
help assure that our biological research
needs are met, and

• Update the 1992 servicewide natural re-
sources strategic plan

Frampton made it clear that he wanted
specifics that could be implemented imme-
diately, not a long and bureaucratic report.
His enthusiasm and willingness to upset the
status quo were infectious, though I think
we were nonplussed by the enormity of the
changes we were being asked to recom-
mend and the sheer improbability of this
opportunity.

Drafting the report required many re-
writes before we were satisfied that we had
found the right combination of substance,
tone, and length to be most effective. Re-
leased in late January, this report:
ral resource managemen
program
-
-

• Outlines a core program of
natural resource manage-
ment services

• Enhances the visibility of
natural resources at the field
director level

• Clarifies the role of the chief
scientists in the new organi-
zation, and

• Recommends reengineering
a number of natural resource
management processes

More specifically, the ad hoc
report recommends:

• Fully supporting, through
the budget process, the
Stewardship Today for Parks
tomorrow goal to double re-
source management staff by
the year 2000 and fully
implementing the approved
Inventory and Monitoring
Program

• Using incentives to as-
sure that natural resource ex-
pertise and considerations are

part of major park decisions
• Increasing natural resource support staff

for clusters to at least 11 FTEs (full-time
equivalent positions) and establishing a
research advisor and natural resource
management associate director at each
field director office

• Strengthening the highly specialized ex-
pertise of the National Natural Resource
Center (NNRC--presently the Washing-
ton Office Natural Resource Divisions in
Colorado)

• Accelerating natural resource profession-
alization in parks

• Preparing managerially skilled resource
managers for career advancement

• Creating a national chief scientist posi-
tion to act as liaison between us and the
NBS, USGS, and other agencies who
conduct research on our behalf, and co-
ordinate all remaining natural resource
research activities conducted internally

• Providing research liaisons to NBS re-
gional offices through field director office
research advisors
Continued on page 15
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potential for adversely impacting wetlands
when there is a practicable alternative, and
to preserve, enhance, and minimize degra-
dation of wetlands when no such alterna-
tives exist. If a project will adversely impact
wetlands, staff must attach a statement of
findings to either the finding of no signifi-
cant impact or final environmental impact
statement. The brief statement explains the
reason for no practicable alternatives to the
proposed action and outlines mitigating
measures to compensate for wetland loss.

The wetlands guidelines acknowledge
that our agency mission is both to provide
for enjoyment of the resources and to pro-
tect them in perpetuity. That is, they do
not say that we absolutely must not im-
pact wetlands in the course of construct-
ing visitor facilities or that we absolutely
must restore all wetlands that have been
impacted in the past. Rather, they facilitate
a balance in the mission with respect to
wetland resources, requiring only that NPS
project planners seek locations and designs
that avoid or minimize wetland impacts,
while still meeting project objectives. The

• Developing a budget initiative to estab-
lish NBS field stations within all NPS
areas with significant natural resources,
and

• Developing methods to ensure that NPS
research needs are served by the NBS

By the time our February 15 briefing of
the assistant secretary rolled around, the
restructuring effort had made it clear that
our recommendations would be consid-
ered only in light of mandated FTE re-
ductions. Furthermore, we were asked to
recommend actions that could be taken
now whether or not the natural resource
program can flourish. Despite these limi-
tations, the briefing went well, and both
the assistant secretary and director agreed
in principle with the findings and recom-
mendations of the report. Both also indi-
cated that they want to do something
positive for our programs in response.

The ad hoc working group delibera-
tions, the resulting report, and the recent
briefing represent a positive step forward
for NPS natural resource management in
the restructuring effort. Still, we are not
sure exactly what will result. A number
of additional steps (including March na-
tional leadership council consideration of
field director offices, system support of-
fices, the National Natural Resource Cen-
ter, and other central office staffing) must
be taken before we will know the ultimate
outcome of the ad hoc working group’s
recommendations. As stated by the as-
sistant secretary, the issue has now been
“crystallized” and discussions on this mat-
ter are “to be continued.”
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Bob Krumenaker is the Leader for the
Center for Resources at Shenandoah
National Park, Virginia, (703) 999-3491.

Ad hoc report continued from page 8guidelines also provide managers
with guiding principles when con-
sidering external proposals for ac-
tivities or facilities in NPS units.

EASING COMPLIANCE

One important step in stream-
lining NPS wetlands compliance
occurred in 1994. In response to
reports of delays in obtaining re-
quired approval signatures for wet-
lands statements of findings, the
director delegated signature au-
thority to regional directors, with
Water Resources Division concur-
rence. Early indications are that
this change has eased the compli-
ance process.

Another way to minimize com-
pliance workload is to gather wet-
land data early in the park planning
process. National Wetland Inven-
tory maps, while not of sufficient
scale and accuracy for final com-
pliance purposes, are useful as a first
step in eliminating undesirable de-
velopment sites from consider-
ation. Subsequent steps may
include wetland reconnaissance by
a knowledgeable NPS employee
or obtaining services of a profes-
sional wetland delineation contrac-

tor. Experience shows that it is far easier to
avoid wetlands impacts (and the need for
subsequent compliance steps) when ad-
equate data are available as alternatives are
being developed.

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
clearly facilitates NPS resource protection
as illustrated by the Gulf Islands case. For
NPS-proposed facilities with potential im-
pacts on wetlands, internal wetlands guid-
ance also facilitates our mission by helping
to strike a balance between visitor use and
resource protection. The National Park
Service has taken steps recently to stream-
line our internal compliance procedures,
and the Water Resources Division will con-
tinue to look for opportunities to make the
process more efficient.
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Joel Wagner is the Wetlands Program
Leader for the Water Resources Division in
Lakewood, Colorado. His phone number is
(303) 969-2955.

Figure 2. This Gulf Islands pine savannah wetland
was recently spared impacts from adjoining
development outside the park.


